This paper reflects on the contributions to this special issue, which offers a timely insight into research trends on the integration of content and language in higher education. The principle focus of the papers lies on the effects of English as the instructional language, in line with the professional activity of the authors. The papers amplify several trends in English-medium instruction (EMI) research: collaboration, identity, and teacher training. In a world where both students and teachers are increasingly transient, the studies serve to identify ways of promoting effective learning among students with differential language constellations, including language minority students, so that speakers from specific language groups are not marginalized or excluded.
This volume offers a timely insight into research trends on the integration of content and language in higher education. It extends the now extensive research into higher education delivered through an additional language. The volume concentrates on English as the instructional language, and it is principally the language focus that underpins the contributions in line with the professional activity of the authors.
English is increasingly gaining ground as the language of instruction in universities, notwithstanding Wächter and Maiworm's (2014) observation that the growth in some areas of Europe seems to be tapering off. The widespread desire of universities to offer English-taught degree programmes in what are nominally non-English-speaking countries (cf. Dearden's [2014] definition of Englishmedium instruction [EMI] ) has provoked resistance even in a country that can be considered a heartland of EMI, the Netherlands (cf. Van Hoorde 2015; KNAW 2017) . For example, a prominent Dutch philosopher René ten Bos, in an interview reported in the Dutch newspaper Trouw on 26 January 2018, sees the change as part of the neo-liberal shift (e.g. Ball 2015 ) from academic-led to management-led university institutions (cf. Lane 1979) with the consequences of far-reaching marketization, internationalization, and Englishization, not to mention the 'sluipende deprofessionalisering' ('creeping deprofessionalization') of the academic staff. Ten Bos notes the persistent drive for bigger institutions, larger programmes, and of course more students, who have to be recruited from abroad, thus strengthening the Englishization of the university. The lack of power and security, especially among younger academics, means few are willing to raise their heads above the parapet and question the direction of their institutions.
Criticism of the spread of English has been voiced by many in the past half-century, for example Fishman (1980) , Phillipson (1992 Phillipson ( , 2003 , Tupas (2001) , and Truchot (2005) to name but a few. Criticism of the spread of English lay essentially in the debate over language policy from the 1960s to the 1980s in newly independent, decolonized countries in Africa and Asia, where English-medium higher education was questioned and vernacular-medium education was advanced (cf. Gill [2002] for the case of Malaysia). Only since the 1990s has the rise of English-taught degree programmes in Europe, and later in Asia, come under the spotlight. However, research into aspects of such programmes tended to focus on English for Specific Purposes (ESP) or English for Academic Purposes (EAP) (Wilkinson and Geerligs 1994 ; see also Schmidt-Unterberger, this volume), and publications around the turn of the millennium tended to be descriptive even if they referred to content and language integrated learning (CLIL) (Hellekjaer and Wilkinson 2001; Klaassen 2002) . Since the early 2000s there has been a massive increase in academic studies on the phenomenon of English-taught degree programmes and courses (cf. Wilkinson 2017), focusing on aspects such as the motivations for their introduction (e.g. Maiworm and Wächter 2002) , the design and implementation (e.g. Fortanet-Gómez and Räisä-nen 2008) , comparison with other programmes and outcomes (e.g. Dijcks, Dolmans, and Glatz 2001; Wilkinson, Zegers, and van Leeuwen 2006) , the challenges and opportunities facing students, academic staff, and sometimes administrative staff (e.g. Yusof, Tayib, and Mansor 2004) , and the impact on the institution, the country, and other languages (e.g. Gnutzmann 2008 ).
Overview
The growth of English-taught programmes in jurisdictions where English is not the main language of communication (Dearden 2014 ) has led to a merging of ideas and concepts from what could be seen as divergent trends. The present volume illustrates a number of these trends, as the subtitle suggests: instructional practices (three contributions by Magdalena Walenta, Katie Crossman, and Sandra Zappa-Hollman) and teacher development (Emma Dafouz and Robert O'Dowd) . With the exception of Dafouz and O'Dowd, the contributors take the academic course as their context of analysis. In the opening, conceptualization article, Barbara Schmidt-Unterberger presents 'the English-medium paradigm', categorizing the instructional modes in English-taught programmes in higher education, though much of what she describes in the paradigm would seem to apply at the course level, since there seems no reason why different modes could not be combined at different stages of the same programme (in the sense defined by Maiworm and Wächter 2002, 9-10 ). How we conceptualize and categorize such modes is important for purposes of comparison and synthesis. Differences in conceptualization may lead to invalid conclusions whereby institutions may try unsuccessfully to replicate programme designs implemented successfully in a different context. In a theoretical article on ideology and identity in teacher training for EMI, Dafouz demonstrates the usefulness of the ROAD-MAPPING model (Dafouz and Smit 2016) and the theory of investment that goes back to Pierce 1 (1995). Pierce (see also her later work, Norton 2013) takes her lead from the work of Bourdieu (1977) in conceiving learners as social beings with complex identities that change. In Dafouz's model, teaching through English leads teachers whose first language is not English to reconstrue their identities as teachers; they are not the same as they may have been when teaching in their first language.
The volume is complemented by O'Dowd's survey of teacher training for EMI, which notes that the current training in European universities is largely focused on language development, and that methodology and especially 'bilingual education methodology' is relatively scarce. This ties in well with Dafouz, in that a refocusing of training on identity and ideology might strengthen the recognition by teachers of academic disciplines that the change of language affects not only the content of what is taught and learned but also how knowledge is constructed.
Two papers describe empirical quantitative research into how students improve in grammatical accuracy (Walenta) and academic vocabulary (Crossman), both of which studies involve collaboration between language specialists and content experts. It is fitting that the last contribution is a qualitative study by Zappa-Hollman into the factors promoting and sustaining collaborations between content and language instructors. The volume thus moves from a European context to a North American one, and therefore entails that the papers bring together a range of academic research traditions within language learning, unravelling a plethora of acronyms from CBI (e.g. Crandall and Tucker 1989), through ESP (Barber 1962; Swales 1985 2 ) and EAP (Hamp-Lyons 2011), to CLIL (Marsh et al. 1998; Marsh and Wolff 2006) , ICLHE (Wilkinson 2004; Gustafsson et al. 2011) and EMI. The volume is valuable not least in that it demonstrates the overlap between North American and European trends.
Higher education programmes through the medium of English have arisen for various reasons (see Wächter and Maiworm [2014] for examples), among which language development is scarcely visible. One may expect that institutions that introduce such programmes would take as fundamental not to harm their students' learning, somewhat along the lines of the Hippocratic oath (cf. Hulkower 2016). Thus, in line with Macaro and colleagues (Macaro et al. [2018] for a systematic review), programmes in English should bring some benefit to language development without causing a negative impact on content learning.
Starting from a basis of ESP and EAP, Schmidt-Unterberger's conceptualization of the 'Englishmedium paradigm' aims to present an ontology in which to frame EMI, following the call from Jacobs (2015, 36) . Her approach identifies the principal approaches to and organizational structures in teaching and learning through English in higher education and arranges them in five categories, from pre-sessional ESP and EAP to EMI and ICLHE. The paradigm is informed by the work of Räsänen (1999) , especially her work in the LANQUA project (www.lanqua.eu), and fine-tuned by SchmidtUnterberger's own research (Unterberger 2014) . Schmidt-Unterberger takes the language element as central in her paradigm, arguably because language is a clearly identifiable marker in the academic provision in English-taught programmes. Her conceptualization can allow institutions to characterize their own provisions along a continuum in terms of language focus. The advantage of the conceptualization lies in its lack of judgementalism. It does not imply that one category is better than another. Thus, a higher education institution may provide different categories of English-medium teaching and learning not only across programmes, but also at different stages of the same programme. Choice would depend on the characteristics of the participants and the programme and course goals. For example, the courses discussed by Crossman, Walenta and Zappa-Hollman can variously be denoted as pre-sessional, adjunct or ICLHE (CLIL), but also display characteristics of other categories too. This demonstrates a degree of flexibility in the categorization. Schmidt-Unterberger takes us on the road to clear categorization and definition of English-medium teaching and learning, reflecting the call by Macaro et al. (2018) . Clarity of categorization can stimulate comparative analysis.
Collaboration between disciplinary experts and language specialists
The volume raises many issues for reflection some of which I would like to discuss here. The first of these is collaboration between subject experts and language specialists, which can be seen as one of the more challenging aspects of course design, implementation and assessment, not least because of boundaries between disciplines (Räisänen and Fortanet-Goméz 2008; Unterberger 2012) . Disciplines define themselves by establishing boundaries and setting up control mechanisms, 'jurisdictions' (Abbott 1991; see also Abbott 1988) , for example professional examination requirements or membership of a professional society (see for example Menand 2001) . In this respect, Dafouz highlights individuals' powerful agency to construct and to reframe their identities, which are formed by their teaching and professional practices linked to disciplinary principles. Abbott and Menand would argue that disciplinary professionalism would be more important to defining relationships than language. Thus, the professional body on which the discipline resides better facilitates communication among like-minded members than with others across disciplinary boundaries, that is other academics or teachers outside their jurisdiction. Disciplines themselves are at risk of fissuring into more specialized sub-disciplines (each of which may not always understand the epistemology in which another sub-discipline is grounded). This may explain why collaboration across disciplines is hard work and demands much of those who try to achieve it. It presents significant challenges to interdisciplinary programmes, which are constantly at risk of breaking down and which are costly to sustain over long periods (quite logically, Menand [2001] argues that without disciplines, there is no interdisciplinarity, and thus no interdisciplinary collaboration). As both a strengthening of the value of interdisciplinarity and a counter-argument to the risk, Zappa-Hollman derives a wide range of factors that contribute to effective collaboration, among which are personal factors such as possessing a creative disposition and avoiding territorialism. This latter would mean disciplinary experts and language specialists refraining from sticking to their 'jurisdictional boundaries' and committing themselves to the collaborative venture. This falls in line with Mellion (2008) who had earlier identified lack of commitment as a crucial component as to why EMI programmes could fail, which may be closely related to lack of motivation (cf. Drljača Margić and Žeželic 2015). Commitment in Zappa-Hollman's study extends beyond commitment to a programme and covers commitment to an innovative approach to teaching. Similar commitment in a content-driven course has been shown in Friedenberg and Schneider (2008) .
Identity
In essence, the theme of collaboration and commitment is important throughout the contributions in this volume. Dafouz stresses the critical role identity and ideology play in the design and implementation of EMI. The use of the additional language, English, in instruction has an impact on how instructors will teach. It is not simply a question of providing the same teaching methodology as in the first language. Teachers have to change their approach. Learning through a second language in essence is a complex process that engages and reorganizes the identities of both learner and teacher. The change of language implies an additional investment in social capital. Not every participant in an EMI learning context will make the same investment. Moreover, while teaching and learning generally imply an asymmetrical distribution of power in the educational context, once the language of instruction is changed the distribution may become more or less skewed to one set of participants. The same imbalance applies to the relationship between participants in a collaboration. EMI tends to assume a dominant role for the content expert, entailing a lack of power in the collaboration among language specialists. Indeed, as Doiz, Lasagabaster, and Sierra (2013, 217) fear, the power difference could lead to EMI losing its albeit imbalanced dual-focused identity on both content and language (see Schmidt-Unterberger), as indeed already is the case with many English-medium programmes. It is noteworthy that in O'Dowd's survey of training of teachers for EMI in European universities, he finds that less than half provide training in 'bilingual education methodology' (although the concept is not defined) and there is a lack of attention to CLIL methodology. Part of such training would likely include collaboration with colleagues from different disciplines. It may not always be necessary to teach 'bilingually', especially in contexts where the students come from a wide range of origins. However, it seems a pre-requisite to understand how an additional language may affect the learning of one's discipline when teaching students who for the most part do not possess that language as their first language. Content specialists could benefit considerably from mining the wealth of linguistic knowledge in language experts, notably EAP and ESP knowledge (Schmidt-Unterberger), through collaboration. In her qualitative study, Zappa-Hollman demonstrates the potential success of such collaboration. Dafouz, Camacho, and Urquía (2014) have shown that even in linguistically demanding disciplines, EMI can lead to achievement that seems at least as good as a first-language medium programme (the same observation is made in KNAW [2017] ), even if linguistic accuracy may be less than that of native speakers of the language. Reduced accuracy is a noticeable phenomenon (Lyster 2007) , as Walenta emphasizes. While the goal of English-medium programmes will not be the achievement of native-speaker-like grammatical accuracy, it is not unreasonable, given their focus on academic language, to expect such programmes to deliver measurable improvement in grammatical accuracy.
Teacher training for EMI
The training of teachers for EMI (O'Dowd, Dafouz) is a critical issue. It is not simply a matter of enhancing the linguistic competence of teachers, so that they speak and write English better perhaps than their students. What is required is explicit training in methodology of teaching content through English, not merely generalized methodological training for university teaching. O'Dowd refers to the absence of 'bilingual or CLIL methodology', where content teachers can enhance their awareness of how language affects the construction of knowledge in their discipline (e.g. Cots 2013, 117) . Language constrains how the discipline is conceived. In some cases, CLIL methodology (e.g. Coyle, Hood, and Marsh 2010 ) may be appropriate, in others translanguaging (e.g. García and Sylvan 2011; García and Wei 2015; Wei 2017; Fujimoto-Adamson and Adamson 2018) . The learning of content through an additional language indicates a need for careful attention to scaffolding both the content and the language (e.g. Wilson and Devereux 2014; cf. 'zone of proximal development', Vygotsky 1978), which suggests a role for instructional design theory (Reigeluth 1999 ; but see also Van Merriënboer, Kirschner, and Kester 2003) in that content learning in EMI programmes can be construed as a highly complex task which, in the absence of appropriate scaffolds, could lead to cognitive overload (Sweller, van Merriënboer, and Paas 1998) and thus ineffective learning (see Walenta and Crossman). However, it is evident that we know little about what kind of linguistic and pedagogical training teachers in EMI require and receive, and what is provided is somewhat diffuse and limited (cf. Macaro et al. 2018 ).
Scaffolding
The contributions by Crossman and Walenta demonstrate how well-designed studies can lead to effective learning gains through targeted input of vocabulary and linguistic structure. The studies provide helpful pointers to how such scaffolded instruction can be incorporated in regular teaching programmes. Crossman's work with language minority (LM) students in a pre-sessional CLIL course is also instructive for other contexts where the students are transient coming from a wide range of first language communities including those using heritage languages (Polinsky and Kagan 2007) or from migrant communities. Crossman's study reflects findings elsewhere where enhanced use of the language of instruction is beneficial for LM students (see also work in a non-English language of instruction context by Gangaram Panday, Hajer, and Beijer 2007), although see Agirdag and Vanlaar (2018) who suggest optimal outcomes through developing both the L1 and the language of instruction for LM students. Multilingual and multicultural contexts suggest a need for careful planning of scaffolded instruction (Crossman and Walenta) but also care in how the learning and teaching is organized so that the competences acquired by learners in their real or 'imagined identities' (Dafouz) are given due respect and recognition. Moreover, in the context of content and language integration, the studies presented here suggest a critical role for language specialists whether in designing and implementing embedded or adjunct ESP or EAP courses (Schmidt-Unterberger) or in customized CLIL courses (Walenta, Crossman), or in collaborative ventures with disciplinary experts (Zappa-Hollman).
Reflections
This short article presents just a snapshot of some of the themes arising in the contributions to this volume. The six authors have each presented a useful perspective on teaching and learning through English in higher education.
What have we learned about English-medium education in multilingual university settings (Dafouz and Smit 2016) from the contributions in this volume? Schmidt-Unterberger challenges the value of what we may call full-blown ICLHE, where equal emphasis is placed on content and language goals. The investment for such ICLHE is 'vast', and she questions whether it is worthwhile. Realistically, she urges a combination of EMI with embedded and adjunct EAP/ESP components, which would entail a need for cross-disciplinary collaboration (Zappa-Hollman and Dafouz). However, adapting any approach to EMI or the various modes of CLIL (Crossman and Walenta) is not merely a question of changing the language of instruction. It obliges a change in methodology (Dafouz) and a need for explicit training of teachers (Dafouz and O'Dowd) . As O'Dowd concludes, current training is very 'eclectic', displaying a lack of consensus not only about what should be trained but also about the minimum required level of the teachers' English. Dafouz reflects O'Dowd's call for greater consensus in training, emphasizing that teacher education programmes need to take account of teacher ideologies and how teacher identities are reshaped by the experience of EMI. In this respect, such programmes need to be 'transformative', a point echoed by Zappa-Hollman who finds that the perception of collaboration between disciplinary experts and EAP specialists as transformative is an indicator for positive collaboration.
In their complementary studies of English-focused CLIL, Walenta and Crossman both demonstrate meaningful learning gains can accrue when the language focus is exploited. Walenta demonstrates the gain in grammatical knowledge and accuracy through content-based structured input (CBSI), which learners achieve without any concomitant loss of focus on the content. In her view, this stems from CBSI's exploitation of the learner's natural preoccupation with content so as to ensure the form is processed. Crossman's study shows multifaceted gains in vocabulary among language minority students, not only receptive and productive use, but also academic vocabulary. Her study is valuable in replicating the positive correlation between lexis and university performance, but here among language minority students. The studies suggest that explicit focus on language (accuracy and vocabulary) can lead to better university outcomes without compromising content goals.
It is moreover tempting to conclude from all six contributions that English-medium education would be more effective if language were given explicit focus in EMI programmes, without there being any detrimental effect on content. Zappa-Hollman demonstrates how positive collaboration can be stimulated in a programme-wide initiative, where goals are aligned, recognition of the other's expertise is valued, and the collaborative relationships are equal. In such circumstances, collaboration is rewarding, enriching and transformational. Collaboration in such contexts can be seen as a kind of in-service training (Dafouz, O'Dowd) : teachers' identities are reshaped, and their ideologies adjusted. Recognizing the value of the expertise of both disciplinary and language specialists helps to legitimize each party's social and linguistic capital (Dafouz) .
These studies help point us on the road to designing content and language integrated programmes through English such that students (and teachers) from many different linguistic groups could benefit, that is, more than they could have done had they opted to study the same disciplines through their first language. In other words, in a world where both students and teachers are increasingly transient, the studies serve to identify ways of promoting effective learning among students with differential language constellations, including language minority students, so that speakers from specific language groups are not marginalized or excluded. As Dafouz indicates, undertaking learning or teaching through an additional language is tantamount to building a new identity, or rather adding a new facet to one's identity. If the linguistic capital students and teachers already possess is recognized, valued, and exploited, then both programmes and institutions stand a chance of acquiring and benefitting from a much broader socio-cultural vision in the disciplines as well as promoting international human capital development. Notes 1. Bonnie Norton Pierce, later Bonny Norton. 2. It's worth recalling how Barber's article begins: 'During recent years, English has increasingly become a medium for the teaching and learning of other subjects. This use of English as an auxiliary language is especially important in those countries where a great deal of university-teaching is carried out in English (e.g. India); but it is also important in many other countries, which rely to a great extent on textbooks written in English, especially at the university level. ' (Barber 1962; reprinted in Swales 1985, 3) .
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